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I.— ON THE SENTENCE-QUESTION IN PLAUTUS 
AND TERENCE. 

First Paper. 

Introductory. 

The most complete discussions of the interrogative sentence in 
Latin are by Holtze, Synt. Prise. Script. Lat. II 236-285, and 
Kiihner, Ausf. Gram. II 989-1024. They begin with the dis- 
tinction between direct and indirect questions ; on this subject 
Becker has now said all that is needful. 1 Sentence-questions are 
divided by Holtze and Kiihner according to the particle that 
introduces them, into sentences without a particle and sentences 
with ne, nonne, num., utrum, an. Under each head are classed 
the idiomatic uses, e. g. under ne, itane, ain tu, satin, scin quomodo, 
etc. These cover the special cases ; for the commoner kinds of 
ne question Holtze makes no classification. Kiihner employs 
the three-fold division into questions for information, questions 
expecting an affirmative answer, and questions expecting a nega- 
tive answer. Questions without a particle are divided according 
to the presence or absence of emotion. 

This system of arrangement is open to serious criticism. The 
tests which it relies upon to distinguish emotional from unemo- 
tional questions are entirely inadequate ; written language has few 

"Syntaxis Interrog. Obliq. in Studemund, Studien, I pp. 115-316. As the 
semi-indirect questions are in form and meaning exactly like direct questions, 
and as I have wished to include everything which would throw light upon the 
nature of the interrogative sentence, I have given in my lists many questions 
which will also be found in Becker. 
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signs for emotion. And even the arrangement of questions 
according to the answer expected is too narrow and at times 
actually misleading. See below the synopsis of the classification 
of questions according to their function, proposed by Th. Imme. 
The study of phrases with a view to discovering their functions 
should be the last step, not the first, in the inductive process. 
Further, Holtze and Kiihner have used at the same time two 
systems of classification which are really distinct. Holtze, for 
instance, divides questions without a particle into (a) questions 
for information, {U) questions expressing emotion, (c) questions 
equivalent to an imperative, (jT) no?i questions, (e) infinitive ques- 
tions, etc., mixing form and function in entire confusion. Such a 
sentence as non faces f would come under b, c and d. 

It was, I suppose, partly a perception of the illogical and con- 
fusing character of Holtze's system which led Draeger, P 333-351, 
to adopt a more reserved and simple classification. Under ne, 
for instance, he gives only a general statement of the meaning of 
the particle, and then treats the words to which it is appended. 
Questions without a particle, however, he classifies according to 
the presence or absence of emotion. 

The treatment of the interrogative sentence in the Stolz-Schmalz 
Grammar, pp. 298-300, is necessarily brief, but is noteworthy as 
making no reference to the three-fold division according to the 
answer expected, nor to the presence or absence of emotion. 
Except for a brief paragraph on disapproving (missbilligende) 
questions, the discussion deals wholly with the form, and not with 
the meaning, of the interrogative sentence. 

Concerning the other discussions of interrogative sentences 
nothing need be said at this point, since their arrangement is in 
the main that of Draeger or Kuhner. 1 

The history of the study of direct questions, therefore, since 
1843, when Holtze issued his first program on the subject, shows 
a gradual abandonment of the confusing system of classification 
according to function, doubtless largely owing to the general 

1 P. Schrader, de particularum -Ne, Anne, Nonne apud Plautum prosodia 
Argent., 1885. — O. Wolff, de enuntiatis interrogativis apud Catullum, Tibullum, 
Propertium. Halle, 1883. — P. Olbricht, de interrogationibus disiunctivis et an 
particulae usu apud Taciturn. Halle, 1883. — A. Grabenstein, de interroga- 
tionum enuntiativarum usu Horatiano. Halle, 1883. — C. Naegler, de particu- 
larum usu apud L. Annaeum Senecam philosophum. Halle, 1883. — W. O 
Gutsche, de interrogationibus obliquis apud Ciceronem. Halle, 1885. Also 
Reisig-Haase, III pp. 299-314, with Landgraf s notes. 
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acceptance of the principles and methods of historical philology. 
Nothing, however, has been done toward the substitution of a 
better system. The whole subject has been reduced, as in the 
work of Schrnalz, to a study of the particles, little attention being 
paid to the wide differences produced by variations in the struc- 
ture of the sentence. 

In the following pages the attempt will be made to reach a fuller 
understanding of the common forms of the interrogation by 
carrying the analysis of the structure as far as possible, even at 
the risk of unnecessary subdivision, in the belief that such a course 
will in the end lead to the surest results. For convenience, ques- 
tions with a particle have been taken up first ; in treating questions 
without a particle, it is impossible to adhere strictly to the formal 
analysis, for reasons which will be stated, and some confusion will 
be found at that point. 

It was at first my intention to include some special varieties of 
the quis question (quis est qui, quid ais ? || quid vis ? quid in 
repetitions, quid si, quid ni) for which I have a collection of exam- 
ples. But these, as well as a large number of examples from 
Ribbeck's Fragmenta, I have found it necessary to omit. 

The great length to which this paper has extended itself is also 
my excuse for printing so few illustrations. Those which are 
given are selected as typical cases, and I have tried to notice 
briefly passages in which textual variations affect the form of the 
question, and all cases which for any reason seemed deserving of 
special notice. The lists are intended to be complete except 
where the contrary is expressly stated ; that there should be no 
errors in the collection of 3000 cases is' scarcely to be hoped, but 
I do not think they can be numerous. 

I. Questions with -ne. 1 

A. Ne appended to the verb. 

Arranged according to the mood, tense and person of the verb. 

sumne. Merc. 588, sumne ego homo miser, qui nusquam bene 
queo quiescere? Men. 852, Most. 362, Rud. 1184, Pers. 75, 474. 
All have a predicate adj., with a relative clause in the indicative, 
ego is expressed except in Pers. 474, and all are used in soliloquy. 
Similar to these are Bacch. 623, sumne ego homo miser? perdidi 

1 Disjunctive and infinitive questions with ne are not included in these lists, 
but will be given separately. 
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me ac simitu operant Chrysali, and Cas. II 4, 24, except that the 
secondary idea, explaining the main clause, is expressed in an 
independent sentence. Also in Ps. 908, sumne ego homo insipiens, 
qui egomet mecum haec loquar solus ? the sentence is similar in 
every respect, except the mood of loquar. For this Cam. suggested 
loquor (Rit. "fortasse recte"), which brings this case into line 
with the rest. 

Mil. 1345, peril, sumne ego apudmef and Rud. 865, sumne 
ibi? are different. They have no descriptive adj. and no con- 
cluding clause, and are not in soliloquy. Bacch. 91, sumne autem 
nihili, qui nequeam ingenio moderari meo ? at first sight invites a 
change to nequeo, but it is unlike the other sentences in sense as 
well as in form, since it does not refer in the relative clause to an 
evident fact, as do the rest. The sense is "Am I so far gone that 
I can't control myself? " PI. 12, Ter. o. 

In all the questions in soliloquy, as well as in Rud. 865, sumne 
has the effect of nonne sum; cf. Lor. on Ps. 908 (885 L). The 
cases in which ne produces the effect of nonne will be brought 
together later, but it may be remarked here that when sumne is 
used in soliloquy with a relative clause, the clause in all cases 
virtually answers the question in the affirmative. " Am I a fool ? 
I'm bothering about politics when there are people enough to 
attend to them." " Am I born to bad luck ? I am standing here 
when I ought to be running home at my best pace." So in Rud. 
865, dixeram praesto fore apud Veneris fanum : . . . sumne ibi? 
the speaker was obviously on the spot, and when he asks " Am I 
there ? " there is only one answer possible. It is therefore nothing 
in the form of question which requires an affirmative answer 
and produces the nonne effect ; it is the fact stated in the relative 
clause, or, in Rud. 865, shown by the surroundings on the stage. 

Other verbs with present sense are habeon, St. 566, Trin. 500, 
in the phrase habeon (rem) pactam? cf. Poen. 1157. These 
are formal questions for the conclusion of a bargain, and are asked 
as if for information. 

vincon. Amph. 433, quid nunc? vincon argumentis, te non 
esse Sosiam ? has the effect of nonne, because the speaker thinks 
he is proving his point. 

repeton. Ad. 136, irascere? || an non credis ? repeton quern 
dedi? Here num might have been used, but, as the answer is 
obviously in the negative, the -ne question produces the same 
effect. This case is noteworthy as helping to explain the ne = 
nonne cases. 
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possumne. Eun. 712, possumne ego hodie ex te exculpere 
verum f vidistin . . .? Here also there is a shade of nonne 
effect. The speaker realizes that the slave does not want to tell 
the truth, but is determined to get it out of him. " Can't I force 
the truth out of you?" 

videon. Epid. 635, satin ego oculis utilitatem optineo sincere 
an parum ? videon ego Telestidem te, . . . f Aul. 813 [video 
BDE, Goetz], St. 582, Eun. 724, Hec. 81, Ph. 50, 177. These are 
all addressed by the speaker to himself when a new character 
comes upon the stage, and are really meant as a kind of introduc- 
tion to the audience, teneone, Heaut. 407, is used with the same 
general effect as videon. 

Cas. Ill 5, 46 is best taken as a declarative sentence. Asin. 
504 is given under an. PI. 6, Ter. 7. 

It is important to notice how few of these, really only the two 
with habeon, have the effect of simple unemotional questions. 
This is not because anything in the nature of the present tense or 
of ne is emotional or inclines toward a negative, but because ques- 
tions as to what the speaker is himself doing must, in the nature 
of the case, have an obvious answer, which seems to give the 
question itself a leaning toward the affirmative or the negative. 

The present indicative is also used with future effect. See Lor. 
Most. 2 774, Brix Trin. 3 1062, Madvig, Opusc. II 40, Gram. 339, 
obs. 2. The commonest form is quid ago ? See Lor. on Most. 2 
368. Most. 774, eon ? voco hue hominem ? |[ i, voca. Asin. 755, 
Mil. 1036 (MSS voco), Andr. 315, 497, Eun. 434. These are 
answered by the imperative, if at all, but are not otherwise pecu- 
liar. PI. 3, Ter. 3. 

It will be noticed that except sumne, which is peculiar to PL, 
the first person pres. is used more frequently by Ter. than by PI. 

Indicative present, second person, abin. Amph. 857, abin 
hinc a me, dignus domino servus? || abeo, si iubes. Amph. 518, 
Bacch. 1 168, 1 176, Cas. II 4, 23, Merc. 756, Most. 850, Pers. 671, 
Poen. 160, Trin. 456, 989, Andr. 317, Eun. 861. Rud. 977, Sch., 
is unlikely ; abin without hinc, a me or dierectus is literal, Pers. 
671. PI. 11, Ter. 2. 

A distinct imperative force is shown by the answer si iubes in 
Amph. 857, as well as by the general sense. That the sense of a 
pres. indie, and the questioning effect are not wholly lost is shown 
by abin atque argentum petis ? Pers. 671, and by abin an nonf || 
abeo, Aul. 660. The full consideration of these imperative ques- 
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tions must be reserved until all the forms have been examined 
separately ; in the case of abin it is evident that a mere hint, such 
as the question conveys, would be equivalent to an order. 

accipin. Pers. 412, accipin argentwm? accipe sis argentum, 
inpudens? With imperative effect, in the midst of other forms 
of command. 

ain (aisne). Brief note in Langen, Beitr. p. 119. 

(«). With dependent infinitive, Epid. 717, (ego) quoius opera 
. . . inventast jilia. || Ain tu te illius invenisse filiam ? [| inveni . . . 
Amph. 799, Aul. 186, Asin. 851, Most. 964, 974, Poen. 961, True. 
194, Hec. 415, Ad. 517. In True. 306 Schoell writes . . . laleres 
si veteres ruont. || Ain tu vero ? veteres later es ruere ? but, though 
the sense is not quite perfect as one question, there is no instance 
in PI. where the infin. stands in a separate sentence after ain, nor 
could the indie, be repeated in an infin. I am inclined to think 
that the mark after vero should be omitted. PI. 9, Ter. 2. 

In these cases the infin. is repeated from a preceding statement. 
The full logical form of the question would be, "Do you (now) 
say that so-and-so is the case (as you did a moment ago) ? " In 
the least emotional uses, therefore, the question is answered by 
aio (Amph. 799, Most. 974) or inquam (Most. 964). But as the 
emphasis is often upon the fact, the answer is frequently made to 
that (Epid. 717, True. 194, Ad. 517), and ain becomes only a 
kind of introduction to the real question. These questions all 
expect an answer. 

(£). Followed by a question with a verb of saying or thinking. 
Amph. 284, Ain hi vero, verbero ? deos esse tui similis putas ? 
Capt. 551 (Bx. is better here than Sonnenschein), Capt. 892, Cas. 
II 6, 45 (Geppert has period). Asin. 485 is in a passage so con- 
fused that it may seem useless to add another to the guesses 
already made, but I cannot think that ain tu ? standing alone, is 
correct. As the last part of 485 almost necessitates the hypothesis 
that a vs. has fallen out (so Fleck.), in which the Mercator charges 
the slaves with intending to run away, and as the speakers are 
uncertain, I should read, Quid, verbero ? || aintu, furcifer ? erum 
me fugitare censes ? giving the first part to Libanus, the second 
to Leonida; cf. Pharm. 510. PI. 4 [5], Ter. o. 

These differ from the preceding in that the verb of saying or 
thinking is a kind of substitute for and interpretation of ain, giving 
such a color to the whole as to make the preceding statement 
seem absurd. They imply a somewhat contemptuous rejection, 
which questions of the preceding class do not necessarily do. 
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(c). With repetition of a preceding phrase, either with or with- 
out the verb. 

Without the leading verb. Amph. 1089, . . . geminos peperit 
filios. || ain tu ? geminos ? || geminos. Most. 383, 642, Cure. 323, 
Rud. 1095. Heaut. 10 14, ' subditum ' ain tu ? is peculiar in having 
the quoted word first. 

With repetition of the leading verb in the indie. Epid. 699, 
lubuit ... || ain tu? lubuit? Pers. 29, 491, Trin. 987, Ph. 510, 
And. 875, Eun. 392. In the last two the added phrase is repeated 
from something said off the stage. PI. 9, Ter. 4. 

Editions vary considerably in the punctuation of these passages, 
most recent editors putting only a comma or no mark after ain tu. 
That two separate exclamations are intended in some cases is 
evident from the double answer in Pers. 491, ubi nunc tua liber- 
tast? || apud ie. || ain? apud mest ? \\ aio, inquam : apud test, 
inquam. And the same thing is at least suggested by Phorm. 
510, Ph. Pamphilam meam vendidit ? || An. quid? vendidit ? || 
Ge. ain? vendidit? Trin. 987 must be two questions, and so all 
edd. Where the verb is not repeated the case is less clear, but I 
am inclined to regard ain tu here also as a separate exclamation, 
something like the New England phrase, " You don't say ! " cf. 
the separate use of quid, e. g. Ph. 510, above. This would make 
this class similar to the following. 

(if), ain tu (vero, tandem) ? without any repeated phrase. 
Amph. 344, ain vero ? || aio enim vero. Aul. 298, ain tandem ? || 
Hast ut dixi. Asin. 721, 901 (but see Langen 119), Pers. 184, 
True. 609, Ad. 405, Heaut. 890, 242, Eun. 567, 803, Ph. 373. 

PL 6, Ter. 6. 

The large number of cases in Ter. points to a growth of the 
exclamatory use of ain. PI. always uses ain vero ? or ain tandem ? 
Ter. has ain tu ? three times. 

Doubtful or emended passages are rather common, owing to 
the easy confusion with an. In Aul. 538, I should follow the MSS 
and read an audivisti? with hiatus in the change of speakers ; 
cf. Merc. 393, St. 246. In Ps. 218 ain has been well changed by 
Lor. to em. In Amph. 838 ain is very unlikely. Goetz-Loewe 
read enim. True. 92 1 , [aiti] hercle vero ? || serio, is condemned 
by the fact that hercle, an asseverative word, is nowhere found with 
ain. Asin. 812 is emended to an by Ussing, with the approval of 
Langen, Beitr. 119. With this passage must stand or fall the 
precisely similar one in Phorm. 970. Bentley says, " cave vero 
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pro Ain tu cum quodam substituas An tu" supporting himself by 
Asin. 812 and Capt. 892. The latter is not parallel, and in spite 
of Bentley I should read an tu in Phorm. 970. Ritschl's conjec- 
ture, Most. 1012, quid, \_ain tu] a Tranione? is against the MSS 
and the sense of aio. Lor. 2 reads quid, a Tranione servo f Rud. 
1365 is added by Sch. to complete the vs. 

In general it is worthy of note that ain never refers forward (as 
quid ais ? does) to what is about to be said, but always backward, 
to what has been said. As Langen remarks, it always stands at 
the beginning of a speech, if we change Asin. 812, Phorm. 970. 
When ain tu (vero, tandem) precedes a repetition, it becomes an 
exclamation, calling attention to what follows. In PL the follow- 
ing question is without ne ; Cic. Brut. 41, 152 uses ne. Finally, 
when no words are repeated with it, ain becomes a mere exclama- 
tion of wonder, incredulity or indignation. As it is in its nature a 
request for a restatement, it generally inclines toward the rejec- 
tion of what has been said. 

auden. Mil. 232, auden participare me quod conmentu's f A 
conj. of Bugge, adopted by Ribbeck, Lor., Bx. MSS aut 
mparte. 

audin. This may refer backward to what has been said, always 
by some third speaker, or forward to what the speaker is about to 
say, and these two uses must be sharply distinguished. 

(«). With direct object. Amph. 755, audin ilium? || ego vero 
. . . And. 342. With infin. Most. 821, . . . emptifuerant olim. || 
audin 'fuerant' diceref Capt. 602, Poen. 999. With quis- 
clause. Asin. 447 ', audin quae loquitur ? || audio et quiesco. The 
same in Bacch. 861 , Men. 909, Mil. 1222, Ps. 193. quid ait Asin. 
884, Capt. 592, Pers. 655, Ps. 330, Eun. 1037. With w^-clause. 
Asin. 598, audin hunc opera ut largus est nocturna f Men. 920. 

Without dependent clause, but referring backward, audin, 
Most. 622, Andr. 581 (MSS Speng. Wag. audin tu ilium), Heaut. 
243. audin tu, Mil. 1058, Eun. 809. PL 17, Ter. 5. 

Logically these should be in a past tense, that is, they mean 
" Did you hear that ?" But the same vividness which makes the 
dependent verb (loquitur, ait) present, permits the present with 
past reference in the main verb. When there is an answer, it is 
generally audio, sometimes assent in a different form. Sometimes 
no answer is waited for. 

Becker, p. 270, discusses the passages in which audin has a 
^KzVclause. He calls questions with audin, viden, scin, "adul- 
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terinae," saying that they are often used for the imperative, and 
quoting in proof Mil. 1314 (audin), Trin. 457 (abin), and referring 
to the frequency of quin with imperative effect, as well as to the 
indiscriminate use of vide and viden. He says, " is, qui inter- 
rogat, non propterea interrogat, quod aliquid abaliquo scire vult." 
On nearly all these points Becker is in error. Mil. 1314 refers 
forward to what the speaker is about to say, and is not parallel 
to audin quid ait ? All that follows from the imperative uses 
of abin, viden, quin is that certain questions may have imperative 
effect, not that any particular question does have such effect. 
Finally, the sense of these questions is generally distinctly inter- 
rogative. This is shown by the large proportion which have a 
regular and unemotional answer, and also by a consideration of 
the situation, which is the same in all : A hears B saying some- 
thing which he thinks C ought to notice, and therefore asks C if 
he heard it. In some cases he does not know whether C heard 
or not ; in others, he uses the question form as a means of calling 
attention to the remark, but even in these cases the leaning toward 
an imperative effect is very slight. 

(b~). audin refers forward to something which the speaker is 
about to say. 

As introductory to this class two cases deserve mention, in 
which audin refers backward to a previous command which is 
at once repeated. Hec. 78, . . . si quaeret me, . . . diciio . . . 
audin quid dicam, Scirte f si quaeret me, . . . dicas . . . and 
Eun. 706, concede istuc pauhdum : audin ? etiam nunc paulum. 
Hec. 78 is also peculiar in the mood of dicam, and for this reason 
Becker, p. 282, calls it a genuine question. Except as the sub- 
junctive may be considered an indication of this it is not more 
interrogative than several of the audin quid ait sentences. Some- 
what similar to these is Asin. 750, . . . translege. || audin ? || 
audio, " Are you listening? " " Yes," in that it also refers forward, 
but without any distinct imperative force. 

The other cases, referring to and introducing that which the 
speaker is just about to say, are the following: Asin. 116, audin 
tu? apud Archibulum ego ero argentarium, Cas. Ill 5, 62, Men. 
254, Mil. 1088, Pers. 676 (Rit. uses period), Poen. 408, 1006, 
1 155, Ps. 172 (auditin), 665, Andr. 299, 865. 

In the following some phrase expressing attention is interposed, 
generally quid vis? Cf. quid ais ? || quid vis? Men. 310, audin, 
Menaechme ? || quid vis ? \\ . . . iubeas . . ., Epid. 400, Mil. 1313, 
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True. 331. Trin. 799, Poen. 407 {quid est?), Asin. 109 (ecce~), 
Poen. 406 (etiam), Merc. 953 (jam dudum audivt). 

PL 20, Ter. 4. 

In these cases, where no answer is expected and except for 
comic effect (Merc. 953) none is given, the imperative force of 
which Becker speaks is more distinct. Even in these it cannot be 
said that the question is equivalent to audi. But the introductory 
question serves its purpose without expecting a verbal answer ; 
the increased attention is the answer. The imperative effect is 
especially noticeable in atque audin ? used generally after one 
imperative to introduce a second, Mil. 1088, Epid. 400, Asin. 109, 
Poen. 406, 407, Ps. 665, Trin. 799, Andr. 299, 865. 

It will be noticed that Ter. uses, beside the peculiar Eun. 706, 
Hec. 78, only the form aique audin f never audin or audin tu 
referring forward. 

aufersne, an old conj. adopted by Rit. in Ps. 1315. MSS 
auferre non. V. Lor. Krit. Anh. The passage is uncertain, and 
aufersne improbable. Goetz auferen. 

censen. With infin. Asin. 887, censen tu illunc hodie primum 
ire adsuetum esse in ganeum? Aul. 309, Merc. 461, Ad. 579 (v. 
notes in Speng. and Dz.), Andr. 256, Eun. 217, Hec. 662, Ph. 
875. (The last four and Aul. 309 have some form of posse in the 
infin.) In Rud. 1269, censen hodie despondebit earn mihi, quaeso ? || 
censeo, the indie, is used by parataxis ; cf. Kiihner II, p. 758, 4. 
Heaut. 591, censen vero? is the only case without dependent 
verb, but is not otherwise peculiar. Aul. 315 is so vague in sense 
that it has given rise to much discussion. V. Langen, p. 141, 
Goetz ad loc. If it is given to Anthrax, it harmonizes fairly well 
with his somewhat incredulous attitude, and may then have the 
same sense as the other cases : " You don't really think he lives 
such a miserable life as that, do you ? " 

Poen. 730, which Langen condemns, should have quid turn, 
with A. PL 5, Ter. 6. 

These questions deserve especial notice from those who think 
that the effect of nonne in certain «^-questions is due to the origi- 
nal negative sense of ne. All the cases where censen is followed 
by the infin. expect a negative answer, and are almost equivalent 
to num censes f There are two reasons for this : first, the idea 
expressed by the infin. is invariably one which the speaker wishes 
to reject, so that any neutral form of question would be forced by 
the circumstances into a rejecting meaning, that is, would seem to 
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expect a negative answer. Second, censen has in these questions 
the notion of erroneous opinion ; but this lies not in the interro- 
gative form, but in the verb censere. 

cognoscin. Amph. 822, cognoscin tu me saltern, Sosia ? || pro- 
pemodum. Poen. 1130. The nonne effect is due mainly to saltern, 
partly to the circumstances of the question, as in Poen. 11 30. 

credin. Poen. 441, credin quod ego fabuler ? Capt. 961, Eun. 
812, 852. The first case is from a confused passage, so that it is 
not possible to determine the sense precisely, but the rest have a 
num effect, like that in questions with censen, and resulting from 
the same kind of half-ironical sense in the verb. It is noteworthy 
that both censen and credin are used more frequently by Terence. 

dan, datin. Cure. 311, datin isti sellam ubi adsidat cito . . . ? 
Asin. 712, True. 631. dan is not found in the MSS, but is read 
by conj. in Asin. 671, True. 373, 911. The MSS Pall, have dan/, 
A da, and dan may be held to explain both readings. It is 
entirely analogous to datin, all cases having an impv. or future 
effect, like that of abin. PL 3 [6], Ter. o. 

deridesne. Cure. 392, unocule, salve. || quaeso, deridesne me ? 
Cure. 18 ; cf. rogas and similar questions below. 

dicisne. Most. 660, dicisne hoc quod te rogo ? || dicam. Pers. 
281, answered by dico for comic effect. These have a tendency 
to impv. force. 

esne. Men. 1109, esne tu Suracusanus ? \\ cerlo. Pers. 581. 
Regular questions for information. 

faterin. Capt. 317, sedfaterin eadent quae hie fassust mihi? || 
ego . . . fateor. For information. 

fugin. Aul. 660, fugin hinc ab oculis ? abin an non f Andr. 
337, answered by ego vero ac lubens. These are in all respects 
similar to abin. 

haben, habetin. Bacch. 269, habetin aurum ? id primum piihi 
diet volo. Ps. 1 163, Trin. 89, 964, True. 680, Eun. 674. These 
are all regular questions, without any nonne or future effect. 
Asin. 579, argenti viginti minas habesne ? has been changed to 
habes nunc, Mull. Pros. PI. 642, Nachtr. 103, because of the posi- 
tion of habesne, which would be unparalleled. In the disputed 
and difficult passage Mil. 1 1, 38 (68 Bx. 2 ) the evidence of the cases 
above favors haben. So far as I am aware habes without -ne is not 
used by PI. PI. 5 [6], Ter. 1. 

in(is?ie). Bacch. 1185, in hac mecum intro . . .? Eun. 651, 
Ph. 930. There is considerable variation in the MSS of Ter. ; cf. 
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Heaut. 813. These also have impv. effect, though in Bacch. 1185 
the questioning effect is also distinctly present. PI. 1, Ter. 2. 

iuben. Asin. 939, iuben heme hinc abscedere ? || i domum. 
Amph. 929, Mil. 315, St. 598. All have future or impv. effect, 
that is, they mean " will you order," not " are you ordering." In 
Eun. 389, iubesne ? || iubeam ? cogo atque impero, there is no 
impv. force : it means simply, " is it your command that I should 
doit?" PI. 4, Ter. 1. 

ludin. Ps. 24, ludin me ludo tuo ? So A (Rit.) ; better ludis 
(A Loewe BCD and Goetz) with period. 

manen (jnanesne). Most. 887, marten ilico, parasite inpure ? 
With impv. effect, entirely similar to abin ; cf. mane, 885. 

mittin. True. 756, mittin me iniro? With impv. effect. In 
Ps. 239 (233 L. 1 ) mittin is a change on metrical grounds from mitle 
of the MSS. It is not quite parallel to True. 756. 

negasne. Poen. 777, negasne apud te esse aurum nee servom 
meum? || nego. This single case (cf. negas, below) is justified by 
the formality of question and answer, which is unlike the exclama- 
tory tone of negas. 

perdormiscin. Men. 928, perdormiscin tu usque ad lucetn 9 
Regular question for information. 

pergin. With infin. present. Amph. 349, pergin argutier f 
Asin. 477, Capt. 591, Poen. 434, Mil. 380, Ps. 1300, True. 265, 
Ps. 1249 (pergitin pergere f), Poen. 433 (pergere), Eun. 817, 
Heaut. 237, 1006, Ph. 372, 996. 

Without infin., three times with autem ; cf. Langen, Beitr., pp. 
315 ff. Amph. 539, pergin autem ? non ego possum, furcifer, te 
perdere ? Cure. 196, Mil. 300, Cist. IV 1, 14, Ps. 238, Merc. 998, 
Ad. 853 {pergisne), Eun. 380, 1007. In Men. 607, pergin tu is a 
conj. of Rit. for perge tu of MSS. V. Bx. 3 Anh. Heaut. 582, Ph. 
806, -have perdis in A (pergis in most of the other MSS), and 
this is the reading of Umpf. and Dz. In Poen. 295, a passage 
exactly similar, BCD have perdis, while A appears to have perg 
. . . This would be the only case oipergis without ne, and perdis 
with period is therefore more probable. PI. 15 [16], Ter. 8. 

Where the infin. is used, the question is almost regular, and, 
though emotional, is uninfluenced in its use by the emotion, that 
is, by a kind of sarcastic self-restraint, the speaker asks whether a 
certain course of conduct is to be maintained, instead of demand- 
ing that it cease. To this kind of irony it is essential that the 
simple form of question should be used, or else the appearance of 
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a polite desire for information would be lost. It is the studiously 
formal style of sarcasm. 

When pergin is used alone, it degenerates into a kind of excla- 
mation. The middle step is perhaps the feeling that it is unneces- 
sary to specify the silly conduct which the other person is 
continuing, because it is so evident, and it is noticeable that most 
of the infinitives used with pergin are rather general, male loqui, 
argutier, auris tundere, etc. So instead of saying " are you 
keeping up your nonsense ? " the speaker says, " are you still at 
it? " The same sort of degeneration is to be seen in the uses of 
ain, above, to which pergin has several points of resemblance. 

praeben. Pers. 792, fer aquam pedibus. praeben, puere f 
With impv. effect. 

proper atin. Cure. 312, datin isti sellam . . .? properatin 
ocius ? With impv. effect. 

recedin. Bacch. 579, adi actulum ad fores, recedin hinc die- 
recte ? MSS recede with hiatus, recedin Bothe, Goetz. Future 
or impv. effect. 

rerin. Bacch. 1127, rerin ter tu in anno posse has tonsitari? 
The verb-form is sure, the rest uncertain. An ordinary question. 

reddin. Cure. 612, reddin eliam argentum aut virginem? is 
an early conj. adopted by Uss. and Kienitz on quin, for redde 
etiam of the MSS. Langen, Beitr. 161, points out the fact that 
etiamne reddis, not reddin etiam, is the Plautine form, and pro- 
poses redde mi iam, which is preferable. 

scin. Cf. Lor. Ps. 263, Wag. Aul. 305, Kiihn. II 1005, 5, 
Becker, 276 ff., 280 ff. 

Questions with scin are divided according to the form of the 
object. 

{a). With direct object in accus. Epid. 207, scin tu istuc f || 
scio. Ad. 581. 

With infin. Amph. 1082, agedum expedi : scin me tuom esse 
erum Amphitruonem ? || scio. Cas. II 6, 68, Poen. 879, Mil. 339, 
398, Eun. 744. 

With indirect question in the subjunctive. Men. 530, scin quod 
hoc sit spinier ? || nescio, nisi aureum. Trin. 373, Eun. 437, 
Heaut. 820 (cf. Ad. 570). On all these see Becker, p. 282 f. In 
Eun. 1035, which would come here, the MSS distinctly favor 
scis. 1 PI. 8, Ter. 4. 

1 In this case, as in some others, I have thought it better to avoid the possi- 
bility of obscuring differences in usage between Plautus and Terence, than to 
bring the two into conformity by changes in the text. The development of the 
language between PI. and Ter. is one of the nicest problems in historical syntax. 
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These are genuine questions in form, and are regularly answered 
by scio (8 times), sentio, or by some other direct answer. In 
Heaut. 820 the answer is to the indirect question. There is no 
imperative effect, but the questions are intended to elicit an 
acknowledgment rather than to obtain information, and they 
have, therefore, an argumentative tone, which approaches the 
effect of nonne, that is, is often expressed in English by " don't 
you know?" But if the questioner puts himself into a more 
impartial and judicial attitude, he uses in English, as in Latin, the 
form "do you know? " 

(b). scin quid, with the indicative. Men. 677, scin quid est, 
quod ego ad te venio f || scio. Men. 207, 425, 1 154 (sciiin), Poen. 
1167, Ps. 276, 538, 641, 657, Rud. 773, 1216, Trin. 350, Eun. 338, 
Heaut. 494, Hec. 753. 

The following have the subjunctive standing for a command in 
direct discourse, independently of the indirect question, all with 
the verb facias. Pers. 154, sed scin quid facias ? cape . . . Cas. 
II 8, 54, Mil. 1034, Men. 947. Cf. also Men. 425, Hec. 753. 

In Ad. 215 I should prefer sets ; cf. Eun. 1035, above. Ad. 83 
is still uncertain, but is not scin. PI. 16, Ter. 3 [4]. 

These cases are distinguished from the preceding, not only by 
the mood of the subordinate clause, but also by its meaning. 
The forms used are scin quid volo ego te adcurare, quid te 
amabo ut facias, quid ego vos rogo, quid est, quid te oro, 
etc., which have no independent meaning like scin quod hoc 
sit spinter, but are a kind of empty form, requiring some fur- 
ther statement to fill them in, a kind of uncolored outline. 
While, therefore, some of these questions are answered {scio, 
sciam si dixeris, quid? propemodum, impera quidvis, die), and 
the form of the answer in a few cases shows that some ques- 
tioning effect is still felt, yet in most cases no answer is expected, 
and the sentence which gives meaning to the ^w/rf-clause follows 
at once. The result of the indefiniteness and emptiness of the 
quid-clause is that these questions have lost their independent 
meaning, ceased to be genuine questions, and become merely 
introductory to the following words of the same speaker. They 
are like quid ais ? or the English, " I'll tell you what ! " The 
clause which follows, being important enough to need an intro- 
duction, is often adversative or corrective, a tone which is more 
developed in the following classes. Where volo is used, the fol- 
lowing sentence is an impv. or its equivalent. 
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(c). scin qiiant, quo pacto, quo modo, ut, with the indicative, 
regularly if not invariably. 

Pers. 139, . . . potest. || scin quam potest? Poen. 1319. Amph. 
671 and Bacch. 594 have the subjunctive. Bacch. 1178 (quo 
pacto), Aul. 47 (quo modo), Eun. 800 (ut). PI. 6, Ter. 1. 

The mood in four of these is subjunctive. Bacch. 1178 is 
entirely similar to facias above, i. e. is independent of the indi- 
rect question. The same is true of Amph. 671, where sim is a 
repetition of the impv. es ; cf. questions of repetition, below, IV B. 
As to the others, Bacch. 594, Eun. 800, which Becker discusses, 
p. 280 f., without reaching a definite conclusion, there is apparently 
no reason for the subjunctive except the fact that the verbs are in 
indirect question. These are, however, not genuine questions, and 
therefore, according to Becker's law, should have the indicative. 
It only remains to change the text, or to say, as I should prefer 
to do, that the distinction between scin in genuine questions and 
in introductory questions is so slight that it does not warrant a 
change of text. In the transition from the indie, to the subjunct. 
in indirect questions, there would inevitably be some exceptional 
cases. 

In sense these passages differ from scin quid by referring more 
clearly to what precedes, and serving at the same time to intro- 
duce what follows. The full logical expression would be, " Do 
you know (let me tell you) in what sense or to what degree that 
which you have said is to be accepted ? " Then follows the 
explanation, which is never serious, as often with scin quid, but 
has an exaggerated tone of correction under the guise of expla- 
nation, often amounting to a threat. It is a further development 
of the corrective effect, which, as has been said, appears not 
infrequently with scin quid, as is attested by the common use of 
at, sed, Ps. 538, 641, 657, Rud. 1216, Trin. 350, etc. 

The lack of content in the subordinate clause, except as it is 
supplied by repetition from the preceding, makes these questions 
suited to use for introduction, as in the case of scin quid. 

(d). Three passages deserve special mention, being used in 
aposiopesis. Asin. 703, adsta . . . ut consuetus es puer — scin ut 
dicam f Pers. 296, qui te di deaeque — scin quid die turns fuerim, 
nisi linguae moderari queam ? Ps. 1 178, scin quid loquar ? The 
mood appears to be subjunctive, and Becker, p. 283, is perhaps 
right in calling them genuine questions. Yet in all respects except 
the mood they resemble more nearly the examples under b and c. 
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(e). scin quomodo (quam, quemadmodum, quoiusmodi, quid") 
without a verb in the subordinate clause. 

Amph. 356, at scin quo modo ? faciam ego hodie te superbum, 
ni hinc abis. Aul. 307, 832, Mil. 1162 {quemadmodum), Most. 
642 {quoiusmodi), Poen. 438, 441 (quam), 376, Rud. 797, Heaut. 
738 (quid), Ph. in (quam), Eun. 1063 (quam). In the last A, 
Umpf. read scis ; cf. Becker, 279, n. PI. 9, Ter. 3. 

These are a further development of b and c. In those the sub- 
ordinate clause is almost without independent meaning ; in these 
it has dropped off from lack of use, only the interrogative remain- 
ing. They refer, as do the others, to a preceding speech, which 
they correct (at, sed in eight cases) by adding an exaggerated and 
often threatening explanation. Cases which are not threatening 
are Aul. 307, Mil. 1162, Most. 642. 

(/). Rud. 382, scin tu ? etiam qui it lavatum ... is the only 
example in PI. of scin without object; cf. audin, viden. Heaut. 
297 is an irregular sentence, but seems to me similar to Rud. 382, 
and I should read (after BCDEFP) scin tu f hanc quam dicit, etc. 

Upon the uses of scin, taken together, it may be remarked, 
first, that the nonne effect in genuine questions (and to some slight 
extent with scin quid) is due to the sense of scire, not to the form 
of the question or the particle ne. Second, there is a gradual 
decline in the importance of the object clause, until in scin quid? 
it becomes almost meaningless. But it is not lost altogether 
(except in the one or two cases noticed), as in audin and viden, 
because with audin the object is easily supplied from the words 
which are being uttered, with viden from the object or action to 
which attention is called, while with scin no such object is present 
to the senses. Third, it is often said (e. g. Lor. on Ps. 263, 
Becker, p. 276) that scin here unites with quis into an indefinite 
like nescio quis. But it should be noticed that in nearly all these 
phrases, nescio quis, nescio an, haud scio an, there is a negative, 
and even if we admit the possibility of an indefinite scio quis (Aul. 
174, scio quid dictura's, which Lor. quotes, is not to the point), 
we have still only first pers. verbs. The first person and the nega- 
tive seem to me to be essential ; it is the speaker's own ignorance 
which makes his statement indefinite, and I do not see how nescis 
quis could form one indefinite idea. Further, none of these 
indefinite phrases appears to be used in questions, nor does it seem 
possible to say nescione quid est ? in a sense like estne aliquid ? 
Besides, all forms of scin questions except d and f are occasion- 
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ally answered by some form of scire ; cf. Most. 642, sed sciu quo- 
iusmodif || qui scire possum? If the meaning of the verb is still 
felt in a phrase so weakened as this, it cannot be that it is not per- 
fectly clear in such a sentence as Men. 677, scin quid est, quod ego 
ad te venio f || scio. The weakening of meaning in all these 
phrases is in the ^ww-clause, not in the verb. 

sponden. Aul. 256, sponden ergo f || spondeo. Capt. 898, Cure. 
674, Poen. 1 157, Trin. 1157, 1162 {sponden in the fifth place). 

PI. 6, Ter. o. 

All are answered by spondeo and illustrate the formal, unemo- 
tional question ; cf. dabin. 

stasne. Cas. Ill 6, 20, stasne f i tu iam sis. So A (Geppert). 

tenesne. Heaut. 778, argenium dabitur ei ad nuptias, aurum 
atque vestem qui — tenesne ? \\ comparet ? || id ipsum ; cf. nostin 
in Ter. 

valen. Trin. 50, valen? valuistin ? || valeo et valui rectius. 

viden. (a). With direct object. Bacch. 834, viden convivium? 
|| video exadvorsum Pistoclerurii et Bacchidem. Bacch. 1161, 
Most. 829. In Rud. 157, Eun. 836, the object is to be supplied. 
In a number of passages the text is more or less uncertain. Most. 
832, viden pictum, ubi . . .? (So Stud. Becker, 275-6. Lor. 2 
reads vide tu, omitting pictum as a gloss.) Mil. Glor. 376 is very 
uncertain, see especially Langen, p. 276. On Rud. 253, viden 
amabo fanum videsne hoc, which has been variously punctuatedj 
Uss. rightly says, " duplex videsne ferri non potest." 

These are all simple questions, generally answered by video, 
and not inclining in any marked way either toward the impv. or 
nonne. Epid. 221, viden veneficam f is like the others in form, 
but entirely different in sense ; as the woman was not present, it 
means something like, " What a witch ! " I should read vide. 

PI. 6 [8], Ter. 1. 

(b). With the infinitive. Capt. 595, viden tu illi maculari 
corpus totum maculis luridis ? Men. 828, Mil. 219, 990, Poen. 
979, St. 637, Andr. 616, Eun. 241, 754. PI. 6, Ter. 3. 

These have in all cases the effect of nonne, produced by the fact 
that they ask the person addressed whether he perceives a state 
of things which the infin. with subject accusative in the same sen- 
tence declares to be evident. That is, logically such a sentence 
is equal to, " His body is spotted all over ! Don't you see it ? " 
If in such a case one should say in English " Do you see it ? " 
the mere use of the question in immediate connection with the 
assertion would produce the nonne effect. 
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(c). With dependent clause introduced by ut {quid, quam), 
sometimes with prolepsis of the subject of the subordinate clause. 

Cure. i6o, viden ut anus tremula medicinam facit ? Asin. 149, 
636 (quid}, Bacch. 492, 1130, Capt. 557. Cure. 188, Men. 646, 
Mil. 1045, Most. 1 172, Pers. 812, Rud. 171, 869, 1093, Trin. 847 
(quid), Eun. 265 (quid), 783 (quam rem). Also Stich. 635, 636, 
Poen. 314, partly on conjecture, and Cure. 311 (vide ut, Goetz). 
In Most. 254, Mil. 1272 the MSS are misleading. True. 891 is 
entirely confused. In Most. 817, viden vestibulum ante aedis hoc 
et ambulacrum, quoiusmodi? the verb of the subordinate clause 
is omitted, as in scin quam, quomodo, etc. PI. 20, Ter. 2. 

These questions are discussed by Becker, 272-3. He concludes 
that there is practically no difference in sense between viden ut 
and vide ut, comparing St. 410 with Asin. 636, Phorm. 358 with 
Eun. 265, and adding, " adhortationis vocabulum est, quo alterius 
oculi ad rem vel personam, de qua verba hunt, conspiciendam 
advertantur." While in general the correctness of this cannot be 
doubted, it is worth while also to note some evidences that the 
interrogative force is not wholly lost. In Rud. 869 the question 
is answered by video ; in several passages, e. g. Capt. 557, Men. 
646, the context shows that viden is much nearer in sense tononne 
vides than to vide ; the close similarity in other phrases between 
an infin. and an ^/-clause in Plautus supports the idea that viden 
ut is not very widely removed from viden with an infin.; cf. Stich. 
635, 636, viden benignitates horninum ut periere et prothymiae ? 
with 637, viden ridiculos nihili fieri . . . ? It seems plain that, 
though viden and vide were interchangeable, the impv. effect was 
very closely allied to the nonne effect, and the question was still 
felt in some cases and to some slight degree. 

(d). viden without dependent words. Capt. 304, sed viden ? 
fortuna humana fingit artatque ut lubet. Heaut. 252. In Cure. 
93 the MSS have viden ut aperiuntur aedes festivissuntae ? 
against the metre. Goetz reads viden ? aperiuntur, but viden 
alone is argumentative as is scin tu f while vide ut is used to call 
attention to a present occurrence. I should therefore read with 
Bothe. vide ut. Poen. 441 is in a passage where the speaker, in 
utter confusion, pours out a stream of disconnected phrases, which 
deserve the careful attention of the student of colloquial Latin. 
A has scin quam ? — videlur — credin quod ego fabuler ? BCD 
vide tu. Guyet conjectured viden tu ? which suits the passage 
better than videtur, as Goetz and Loewe read in their admirable 
arrangement of these lines. 
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With these cf. audin, scin tu, nostin (Ter.) PL 3 [4], Ter. 1. 
vin. Arranged according to the object, (a). With accusative. 
Cure. 313, vin aquamf || . . . da, obsecro hercle. Cas. II 8, 61, 
Cure. yo-Quoltisne), Most. 309, 846, Rud. 1328. PL 6, Ter. o. 

The answer is generally a refusal, expressed by quid opust, 
apage, dormis, never by nolo. That is, the verb necessarily sug- 
gests an offer of service. The questions are simple and unemo- 
tional. 

(6). With infinitive active without subject accusative. Men. 141, 
vin tu /acinus luculentum inspicere ? Merc. 769, Mil. 458, 535, 
97 8 > 979. Pers - 5 8 7 bis > 6 57> 66 °. Poen - i59» 161, 163, 308, 11 15, 
1415, Ad. 906, Heaut. 585, Ph. 807, 1052. 

The answers are volo, malo, nolo, cupio (the most common), 
and the question is regular, without impv. or nontie effect. Mil. 
Glor. I 1, 38, Rud. 10 1 1 are spoken of below. 

Infin. passive with or without accus. Amph. 769, vin proferri 
patefam f \\ prof erri volo. Asin. 646, Men. 653, Pers. 803, Merc. 
490, Rud. 1035 (the only one without accus.), Ad. 969, Ph. 811. 
Bacch. 873 will be given below. PL 22, Ter. 6. 

These are genuine questions, the answers to which frequently 
contain volo or its equivalent. Their only peculiarity is a kind 
of challenging effect, not unlike the offer of service spoken of 
above, especially with the infin. active. " Do you want to see 
some fun ? " implies " I will show you some fun, if you will come 
with me." This makes vin with the infin., especially when hi is 
expressed, a phrase of encouragement or exhortation. 1 

(c). Infin. active with accus. me. Merc. 462, vin me tecum illo 
ire f || nolo. Merc. 485, Rud. 1406, Heaut. 624, Hec. 725, Ph. 
810. PL 3, Ter. 3. 

These are separated from the other infinitives because they are 
closely related in sense to the following class. They present in 

1 The distinction between vin tu and vis tu, made by Bentley on Hor. Sat. 
II 6, 92, and generally accepted by the editors of Hor., is not supported by the 
cases of vin tu in PI. and Ter. Men. 141, Mil. 458, 978, 979, Poen. 159, 163, 
308, Ad. 906, Heaut. 585, as well as several passages in which tu is not 
expressed, have a perfectly distinct sense " orantis, hortantis, flagitantis, 
iubentis," which Bentley would confine to vis tu. They are perfect parallels 
to vin tu homines urbemque feris praeponere silvis ? except that an answer comes 
between the question and the following imperative, as is natural in dialogue. 
Whatever may be true of vis tu in Sen., Juv., and Mart., it is impossible to 
exclude vin tu from Hor. Sat. on the ground of sense, when it is so abundantly 
attested in the comedy. Cf. Cic. Fam. IV 5, 4, 
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themselves no peculiarity except the rather remarkable position 
of me in Merc. 485, Rud. 1406 (vin tibi conditionem luculentam 
ferre me?), which is probably not significant. 

(a?), vin with the first person of the present subjunctive. Capt. 
360, vin vocem hue ad te ? || voca. Asin. 647, Capt. 858, Cas. Ill 
2, 14, Men. 614, Merc. 486, 722, Mil. 335, 1399, Most. 322, Pers. 575, 
Poen. 439, 990, 1226, Ps. 324, 522, St. 397, 486, 736, Trin. 59, 
1091, True. 502, 924, Eun. 894, Hec. 787, Ph. 102 (voltisne). In 
True. 751 BCD have omittes inea mitto intro, for which Schoell 
reads omiite. || vin earn intro ? || ad ie quidem. The sense, I sup- 
pose, would be, "Are you willing to let me go in ? " a sense which 
vin with the subjunctive nowhere has. The passage is entirely 
confused. PI. 23 [24], Ter. 3. 

Beside these passages there are four in which the MSS give 
vis. On the very doubtful Mil. Gl. I 1, 38, vis rogare ? or tabellas 
vis rogare? I will only remark that there is no parallel in Plautus 
or Terence to this use of vis ; all other cases with infin. refer to 
something to be done. It may be that vis is the centre of error. 
Bacch. 873, Cas. II 3, 54 (169 Gepp.), Rud. ion.all have vis, 
which Geppert in Cas. II 3, 54 has changed to vin. As the 
other cases are, in form and sense, entirely parallel to those 
given above, I should read vin both in Bacch. 873 and Rud. 1011. 

The answers to vin with the subjunctive are volo, cupio, licet, 
censeo, and three or four times the imperative of the dependent 
verb. This seems to show that, while vin may be neglected in 
the answer, so that vin hue vocem ? is almost like eon ? voco hue 
hominem ? its proper force is never wholly lost. The subjunctive 
is always in the first person (except Most. 322, visne ego te ac tu 
me amplectare ? where the second person is, of course, due to 
the previous use of the first person), and always in the sing, 
except Trin. 59, Eun. 894, Ph. 102. 

It appears from the foregoing that only the forms vin facere, 
vin hoc fieri, vin me facere, and vin faciam are in use, the pas- 
sive taking the place of the third person active. Between vin me 
facere and vin faciam there is apparently no difference in mean- 
ing (cf. Merc. 462, vin me tecum Mo ire ? with 486, visne earn ad 
portum? and also Asin. 646, 647). But it is remarkable that 
while PI. uses vin faciam, the paratactic construction, 23 times, 
and vin me facere, the hypotaxis, only three times, Ter. uses vin 
faciam three times (two plur.) and vin me facere three times. 

vivisne. Rud 243, die : vivisne, opsecro ? 
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Indicative present, third person. 

Most of the third persons of the present are entirely regular, 
differing in no respect from similar questions in more formal and 
later styles. They are amatne, Epid. 64; cognoscitne, Eun. 915; 
daturne, Andr. 301; doletne, Ps. 155; egetne, Trin. 330; ferine, 
Bacch. 322 ; foetetne, Asin. 928 (second word in sentence) ; 
licetne, Cas. II 8, 20, Cure. 401, Ps. 16 (MSS Bx. G. licet me), 
Hec. 873, And. 893; without infill., Mil. 501, 521, Heaut. 973; 
paenitetne, True. 533 (Ps. 305 is given under an); scitne, Ps. 
745 ; valetne, True. 190; vivitne, Capt. 282, 989, Heaut. 660; 
vivontne, Ph. 749. On Bacch. 188 see Goetz, Langen, Beitr. 131. 

The effect of nonne appears plainly in Amph. 526, facitne ut 
dixi? and Andr. prol. 17 , faciuntne intellegendo ut nil intel- 
lega.7it ; cf. Don. ad loc. It is less distinct in Most. 622, videturne 
(MSS videtur). In all three cases it arises from the asking of a 
question the answer to which is made evident from the context or 
the action. In Most. 605 the MSS have date mihi (BC) or daturin 
(A ?), for which Rit. substituted daturne faenus ? with impv. effect. 
This is not supported by any analogous case in PI. or Ter. 

PI. 17 [i8j, Ter. 8. 

estne {suntne) is separated because of some special uses. 

In regular questions like the preceding, True. 189, estne intus 
nunc Phronesium? Poen. 797, Rud. 1130, True. 309, Ad. 569, 
Eun. 361, Heaut. 454. In Pers. 310 estne is preceded by an unfin- 
ished question with ecquid. Men. 1107 estne (twice) is a con- 
jecture of Rit. for est of MSS. See IV B. With perf. ptc, 
Bacch. 1023, Epid. 471. Capt. 281, Rud. 719 have suntne. 

In a soliloquy, expressing a partial recognition of some person 
who has just come upon the stage. Bacch. 534, estne hie tneus 
sodalis f || estne hie hostis quern aspicio tneus ? || certe is est. || is 
est. Cure. 230, 275, Merc. 866, Mil. 169, Most. 310, Poen. 1299, 
Rud. 334 (twice), Trin. 432, Ad. 78, 438, Andr. 800, Eun. 848, 
974, Ph. 740. In Capt. 788, Asin. 585 the proper name precedes 
the verb. 

In the following cases estne is equivalent to nonne est. Epid. 
622, estne ita, ut tibi dixi f Amph. 780, Asin. 54, Bacch. 901, 986, 
Cist. II 1, 15, Pers. 225, Trin. 403, Ph. 896. The same effect has 
been supposed to exist in some of the passages where estne is 
used in soliloquy. The reason in all is the same, i. e. there is 
some evident fact which compels an affirmative answer, or some- 
thing in the question itself, beside estne, which appeals to such a 
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fact. So ut dixi Epid. 622, Ph. 896, ut (quod) dico, Asin. 54, 
Bacch. 986, and some form of hie in nearly all the others. In the 
cases of estne in recognition, it is the presence of the other person 
on the stage. The large extent of this usage is explained by the 
fact that it served to introduce the new-comer to the audience. 

PI. 29, Ter. 10. 
Indicative imperfect. 

conveniebatne, Ps. 1181. Other clauses precede, but this is 
really the beginning of the question. 

ibatne, Hec. 157. 

These are regular questions. No other persons or numbers are 
used. PI. 1, Ter. 1. 

Indicative future. 

negabon, Andr. 612, adibon, Mil. 1242. The latter is extremely 
doubtful. For questions in regard to what one is about to do the 
regular usage requires either pres. indie, with ne (see above) or 
the pres. subj. The future tense, at least in questions, has a clear 
reference to a .future time; cf. Andr. 612, Mil. 1021. The only 
approach to a parallel is True. 206, ibo igitur intro? which, if it 
is interrogative at all, asks for permission, not for advice. Leo's 
adbitone f is in harmony with Plautine usage, or as no question 
is absolutely required, any more than in True. 206, we might read 
adibo. || minume, but it is not improbable that the whole passage 
is corrupt, auferen, Ps. 1224. dabin, Bacch. 883, Ps. 117, 536, 
1077, all in stipulatio. In accordance with the formal character of 
these questions, they are answered by dabo or its equivalent, and 
it is perhaps for the same reason that in two the verb comes at the 
end. Cas. Ill 6, 9 is an improbable conjecture of Geppert. ibisne, 
St. 612. Heaut. 813, ibin hinc quo dignus esf is a conjecture of 
Bentley for MSS is hinc or i tu hinc. Ter. apparently uses the 
future in such phrases as this, if the MSS are correct in Eun. 536, 
but there is no case of the fut. with ne, nor does it seem possible 
to express impv. effect in this way. patierin, Epid. 148, and by 
conj. Asin. 738, Cist. II i, 24 (325 Uss.), poterin, Ph. 518 (near the 
end of the sentence), reddeiurne, Most. 580. eximesne, Rud. 
233 is a conjecture of Schoell for eximes. It would have impv. 
force, but the passage is wholly confused. PI. 8 [13], Ter. 2 [3]. 

These are all genuine questions, without impv. or nonne effect, 
and with a distinct reference to a future time, beyond the imme- 
diate future. 

Indicative perfect, first person. 

cenavin, Amph. 823 ; dedin, Epid. 703, True. 935 (MSS dedi) ; 
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dixin, Bacch. 856, Cist. Frag. 27 (Ben.) =251 Uss., Men. 283, 
375, Ps. 489, 1227, Ad. 83, Eun. 1093, Hec. 497 ; emi?i, Eun.691 ; 
iussin, Cas. II 2, 4, Asin. 424, 425, 426; misine, Bacch. 561; 
scivin, Ps. 976 ; tetigin; Ad. 178 ; vidin, Heaut. 563 ; votuin, Capt. 
703. In Epid. 550, novin ego te ? the verb is really present in 
sense. Epid. 539 has a large lacuna, but no other case in PI. or 
Ter. supports the omission of ne, and it seems necessary to supply 
it with Spengel, Ref. p. 372. In Andr. 495 edixin is the reading 
(if I understand Umpf. rightly) of all MSS, and is required by 
the sense. Bentley's edixi seems to be due to a misunderstanding 
of the nonne effect, and Dz., Adn. Crit. xx, has apparently mis- 
taken the app. crit. in Umpf. PI. 17 [18], Ter. 7. 

In nearly all these cases there is a perfectly clear nonne effect, 
so that we must translate "didn't I tell you so?" "didn't I know 
it?" "didn't I order you . . .?" Just as scin sometimes asks for 
an acknowledgment, so dixin does not ask for information (" did 
I say that?"), but demands from the person addressed an 
acknowledgment that a certain thing had been said or done by 
the speaker; cf. for similar effect estne ut dixif Epid. 622, Ph. 
896, where there is the same reference to an undeniable fact. 

That this effect is not the necessary result of anything in the 
form of the question appears from Cist. 251 (Uss.), dixin ego 
istaec obsecro ? which the context shows to be a half-dazed ques- 
tion for information, and still more clearly from Ad. 178, tetigin 
tui quicquam t This is equivalent to num ietigi . . . ? that is, 
it appeals in the same way for an acknowledgment, but in this 
case for a negative. The presence of quicquam may be due to 
this negative demand, but does not produce it ; cf. Capt. 703, 
voluin te quicquam mi hodie falsum proloqui ? || voiuisli, where, 
however, quicquam is in the subordinate clause. The perfect is 
aoristic in all cases, except perhaps Cist. 251, Ad. 178. 

Perfect indicative, second person. 

In the following passages ne is found in the MSS and is unob- 
jectionable on metrical grounds. 

accepistin, True. 791 ; adduxlin, Capt. 1016, Ph. 568 ; adnuis- 
tin, St. 224 ; audivistin (audistin), Amph. 748, 752, Andr. 785, 
Ad. 539, Ph. 612; aufugistin, Eun. 851; cenavistin, Cure. 18; 
convenistin, Ps. 1079 ; dedistine, Trin. 129 ; dixtin, Most. 552, Eun. 
792, Hec. 45 1 ; emistin, Trin. 1 24 ; fuislin, Capt. 628 ; incon- 
ciliastin, Trin. 136; intellextin, Andr. 201, Eun. 768; iuravistin, 
Ps. 352 ; meministin, Epid. 554, Asin. 333, Ps. 1089, Heaut. 626, 
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Ph. 224; novistin, nostin, Bacch. 837, Cure. 423, Epid. 503, Men. 
748, Poen. 1 i2i, Trin. 905, Ad. 177, 573, Eun. 328, 349, 351, 563, 
Heaut. 180, Ph. 63. Also alone, after a partial interruption by 
the speaker, Ad. 780, Eun. 405, Heaut. 527. perdidistin, Cure. 
584; promistin, Cure. 709; sensisiin, Hec. 316; surrupuistin, 
Men. 507 ; tetigistin, Most. 457, 466 ; valuislin, Amph. 679, Cure. 
16, St. 467, 586, Trin. 50 ; vidistin, Amph. 616, Merc. 720, Mil. 546, 
533. St. 393, Ad. 400, Eun. 349, 713. PL 37, Ter. 26. 

The following cases are conjectural, ne not being found in the 
MSS. dedistin. Cure. 345, novistin, True. 406, 726, offirmastin, 
Pers. 222, promisistin, Rud. 1384. 

Beside these there are several places in which the MSS vary, 
some of which can be settled upon metrical grounds. In Trin. 420, 
A has accepistin, R s Bx. accepisli with period. In Andr. 975, 
Heaut. 684, 731, Ph. 577 the MSS Call, have audistin, A audisii. 
In Aul. 171 the MSS have novistin, which is metrically impossible. 
In Andr. 441, where all but D have nosti, I should prefer nostin. 
Heaut. 884, Call. Dz. nuntiastin, A Umpf. nuntiavisti. Other 
cases where the metre decides for the omission of ne will be given 
below. 

It will be seen that the MSS do not distinguish with certainty 
between forms with ne and those without it, nor does the metre 
afford help in all cases, especially where syncopated forms (audisti 
nosti) are possible. We must be satisfied here with a moderate 
degree of probability, and must depend for our text more upon 
metrical indications and the knowledge which can be obtained 
from similar passages, than upon the MSS. 1 As will be shown 
later, the cases where the MSS and the metre agree upon, the 
second pers. perf. without ne at the beginning of a question are 
very few, not more than two or three. 

1 For example, in Trin. 127, 129, and 136 the MSS give ne. In 127 R 3 and 
Bx. omit ne on the ground that dedistin argentum? would be " eine ruhig 
gehaltene und Antwort erwartende Frage " (Bx., and cf. Rit. Prolegg. CV. 
adn.) But Andr. 785, Most. 552, Ps. 352, and especially Most. 457, 466 show- 
that the second pers. perf. with ne may be used in a highly emotional passage. 
Again, in Trin. 129 and 136 Bx. regards ne as used " im Sinne von nonne." 
There are only two passages, Eun. 792 and Ps. 352, where the second pers. 
perf. has clearly the sense of nonne ; both are verbs of saying, both aoristic, 
and both challenge the hearer to acknowledge a past occurrence. While it 
seems presumptuous to differ from such a Plautine scholar as Brix, I cannot 
think that the sense of nonne is possible either in 129 or 136, and should much 
prefer to follow Bergk, Opusc. I, p. 619, and read dedisti (129) inconciliasti 
ilium (136), making both declarative sentences. 
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These sentences are for the most part regular and unemotional 
questions, though they may be used without change of form, as 
may any question, to express emotion. See list in note. In two 
cases, Eun. 792, dixtin, and Ps. 352, iuravistin, they are used 
with an appeal in such a way as to give the sense of nonne, and. 
there is a tendency to this effect in some cases of mcministin and 
nostin. The large number of cases from Ter. is noteworthy ; they 
are mostly verbs of saying and perceiving, in syncopated forms, 
audislin, intellextin, meministin, nostin, sensistin, vidisiin. 
Indicative perfect, third person. 

accepitne, Bacch. 250; cancilne, Cure. 17 ; convenitne, Mil. 
1 105 ; fuitne, Capt. 633, Trin. 106 ; kabuitne, Trin. 330 ; peperitne, 
True. 504 ; rettulitne, Asin. 444 (last word in sentence, and cf. 
432, 436, 441) ; venitne, Bacch. 247, True. 931, Ps. 1067. 

PL 11, Ter. o. 
Several of these, Trin. 106, Capt. 633, True. 931, have some 
nonne effect, though it is not absolutely necessary to take any of 
them so. They do not differ in form from the rest, which are 
questions for information. 
Indicative pluperfect. 
norasne, Eun. 698. Cf. Ad. 465. 
Subjunctive present. 

adeamne, Andr. 639 ; ausstmne, Merc. 301 ; loquarne, Ph. 186; 
maneamne, Hec. 442 ; possin (possisne), Merc. 518. experiarne, 
True. 753, is an uncertain conjecture. PI. 2, Ter. 3. 

The two cases from PI. have the subjunct. for reasons apart 
from the interrogation. The cases from Ter. are, however, like 
those to be given later, in which the speaker asks for an impera- 
tive answer. 
Subjunctive imperfect. 

esseine, Capt. 714, Trin. 178 ; iuberen, Ps. 494. All conditional 
and all with the sense of nonne. 
Subjunctive perfect. 
noverisne, Trin. 952. Conditional. 
Infinitive. 

servirin libi postulas viros ? Men. 795. V. Bx. n. 
These are all regular questions. 

Compound Forms. 
Future participle. 

abiturun, Poen. 432 ; daturin, Most. 63 (MSS daturi with bad 
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hiatus), 604. Most. 605 has been discussed under daturne. ituran, 
Eun. 462. Andr. 751 reads in the MSS and Priscian diciuran es 
quod rogo ? for which Bentley from metrical necessity reads 
dictura. While there seems to be no other way of healing the 
verse, it should be noticed that impv. questions elsewhere require 
ne, etiam or non. missurun, Cas. Ill 4, 20. • Except Eun. 462 all 
have impv. effect. 

Perfect participle. 

loquitatusnees, Bacch. 803 ; ratun es, Mil. 558. visun est, Merc. 
202, visan est Mil. 462. Epid. 495 is doubtful ; A has mercatun or 
-turn, Goetz mercatus with B. These are all deponent, with past 
sense ; the following are passives and seem to have a present sense, 
as if the ptcc. were adjj. captusnest, Pers. 644 ; coctumnest, Bacch. 
716 (cf. Beck. 127) ; nuptanest, Bacch. 852. 

Participle in -dus. 

mirandumne, Hec. 661. PI. 11 [12], Ter. 2 [3]. 

B. Ne APPENDED TO PRONOUNS. 

Arranged according to case and person of pronoun. 

Egone. 

(a). With the indicative. Amph. 747, ex te audivi . . . || egon 
istuc dixi? Amph. 743, Bacch. 806, Men. 389, 653, Merc. 761, 
Ph. 999. True. 959 is a very probable conjecture ; Hec. 875 is 
against A and the metre; Mil. 882, read quin. PI. 7, Ter. 1. 

The verb is in all cases repeated from a preceding speech, and 
except in True. 959, Ph. 999 is in the perfect indie. These ques- 
tions therefore reject or deny an assertion in regard to a past 
occurrence, by repeating the assertion in an exclamatory way. 
They are closely connected with the more numerous cases of 
repetition without ne, to be given hereafter. The pronoun is 
expressed and put first in order to emphasize the denial, as in 
English, "/said that!" 

(b). With verb in the subjunctive. These are further sub- 
divided according to the construction of the preceding sentence. 

Following an imperative. Most. 633, die te dafurum. || egon 
dicamdaref\\ die. Cure. 119, Pers. 188, Ps. 1327, Capt. 139, 
Andr. 384, Heaut. 1016. After an impv. subjunct, second sing. 
Bacch. 1 190, Epid. 574. True. 276 is an uncertain conjecture. 

Following volo with infin., or other phrase equivalent to an 
impv. Aul. 824, nunc volo me emitti manu. \\ egon te emittam 



SENTENCE-QUESTION IN PL. AND TER. 423 

manu? Bacch. 1192a, Cure. 10, 494, Mil. 685, 1276, Most. 301, 
Trin. 515, True. 312, 443 (Sch. egone ut; cf. Lang. Stud. p. 87), 
775, And. 584, Eun. 153, Ph. 260, 431. The suggestion of an 
impv. is least distinct in Most. 301, quor exprobras ? || egone id 
exprobrem . . . f 

The repeated word is in the infin., depending upon some verb 
of general meaning. Ps. 290, . . . surruperes patri. || egonpairi 
surrupere possim quicquam? So with ausim, Merc. 154, Most. 
923, 924, Poen. 149; with sinam, Andr. 271, Hec. 852; queam, 
Andr. 270 ; patiar, Men. 559, Andr. 943. 

With subjunctive. PI. 24, Ter. 10. 

A full consideration of these questions must be postponed until 
the analogous forms without ne have been given ; meanwhile it 
should be noted that all these cases differ from those with the 
indie, in that they repudiate the will or the power to do some- 
thing, while the indie, denies a past occurrence. This appears 
from the fact that they repeat in an exclamatory way a command 
or suggestion, and from the frequent use of possim, sinam, queam, 
etc. The negative is non. 

(c). egone ut with the subjunctive. Aul. 690, egone ut te advor- 
summentiar? Asin. 884, Bacch. 196, 375, 489, Poen. 428, Rud. 
1244, True. 441, twice (for 443 see above), Heaut. 784. 

With verbs of general sense, as above, patiar, Asin. 810, Trin. 
378, True. 758, Ph. 304; putem, Bacch. 637; nequeam, Ps. 516; 
auderem, Mil. 963. PI. 15, Ter. 2. 

These are like the preceding except that they do not follow and 
repeat an impv. They have non for negative. 

(</). egone quid (yueni) with the subjunctive. Cas. I 1, 29, 
quid tu mihi fades? || egone quid faciam tibi? Eun. 191, Hec. 
849. In Most. 556 all MSS give quid nunc faciundum censes f || 
egon quid censeam f and in Eun. 651 all but A have quern quaeris, 
Pythias? || ehem Phaedria. egon quern quaeram? I should 
preserve the reading in both cases. PL 1 [2], Ter. 2 [3]. 

As the preceding classes deny a fact or repudiate a command 
or suggestion, these repeat in an exclamatory way a preceding 
question, and suggest that the question is absurd. There is no 
negative used with them. 

(e). egon without verb. With the pronoun may be used a few 
words repeated from the preceding sentence. Asin. 899, ecquid 
matrem amas? || egone illam? Asin. 609, Cas. II 3, 27, Merc. 
3 1 ?. 3 2 3. Mil. 1 1 39, True. 898, And. 504, Eun. 65, 757. 
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egone alone, answered by tune, tu istic, tu ipsus, or unanswered. 
Capt. 857, tuie facias . . . || egone? || tune. Amph. 575, Cas. II 
3, 49, V 4, 13, Epid. 575, Mil. 439, Men. 651, 937, Most. 634, 955, 
Ps. 723, St. 635, Trin. 634, True. 586, Hec. 214, Ph. 504. 

When egone follows a question, it is itself followed by an answer 
to the question. Poen. 333, quo te agisf || egone? in aedem 
Veneris. Cure. 664, Men. 162, Most. 1014, Rud. 1272, Heaut. 
608, 740, 945, Eun. 101, 305, 778, 1026, Ph. 57, 938. (An answer 
or retort follows also in some of the cases above, Asin. 899, 609, 
Eun. 757.) In these the repudiating tone is lowered to a slight 
surprise that the question should have been asked. This less 
emotional use is more common in Ter. than in PI. Without verb, 
PI. 26, Ter. 14. 

Leaving for future consideration the relation of these sentences 
to other forms, the use of ut and the mood, we may notice here 
that the pronoun is really, though slightly, emphatic in all cases. 
As in English, this slight emphasis confines the repudiation to the 
speaker's own conduct, as if he said " What may have happened 
I don't know, but I had nothing to do with it." This is the reason 
why in so many cases the verb is omitted ; the action is indifferent, 
and the speaker is concerned only with his own connection 
with it. 

The idea of repudiation or rejection, which has led some Ger- 
man grammarians to call egone ut and, e. g. egon dicam "unwil- 
lige oder missbilligende Fragen," is not confined to egone with 
the subjunctive, but appears more or less distinctly in all questions 
with egone. When egone without verb follows a question (after a 
question, except with quid, the verb is always omitted), this rejec- 
tion amounts only to a slight wonder that the question should be 
asked, and these cases approach questions for information. Other- 
wise eg one never asks for information and is never, in meaning, a 
genuine question. It has the verb late in the sentence, repeats 
the words or idea of the other speaker, and is nothing more than 
an exclamatory repetition, to which the interrogative particle has 
been prefixed. 

Tune. 

These resemble questions with egone, having only those varia- 
tions which necessarily result from the different person. 

(a). With the indicative. There is greater variety of tense and 
usage than with egone. Present tense, Merc. 305, amo. || tun 
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capite cano amas . . . ? Capt. 572, Men. 305, Rud. 1399 Sch., St. 
326 twice, True. 609, Andr. 910, Hec. 549. 

With es, Cure. 419, . . . istum quern quaeris ego sum. || quaeso, 
tun is es? Asin. 57, Capt. 1021, Cist. 390 Uss., Epid. 556, 641, 
Men. 1079, Ps. 607, 978, ioio, 1143, Rud. 1055, 1377, Trin. 635 
(MSS tu and so Bx. Krit. Anli., on ground that tun would be 
unemotional. But cf. Rud. 1377). Hec. 803 is a conjecture of 
Bentley, correct in form, but departing somewhat widely from the 
MSS. PL 20 [21], Ter. 2 [3]. 

These partake of the nature of exclamatory repetitions in that 
the idea has always been expressed or implied before. With 
other verbs wonder and incredulity are also expressed, but with 
es the emotion is less, amounting generally to nothing more than 
doubt, which the speaker desires to have removed. But the order 
of the sentence and the fact of repetition seem to connect these 
questions with exclamatory repetitions. 

(6). With verbs of saying and feeling, in the present tense. 
Most. 331, madet homo. || tun me ais ma- ma- madere f Aul. 137, 
Capt. 571, Mil. 366, Men. 820, True. 586. audes, Amph. 373, 565, 
566, Bacch. 1163, Men. 738, Poen. 271, 1310, Rud. 734. autumas, 
Bacch. 822. diets, Amph. 758. loquere, Asin. 477. memoras, 
Capt. 577. negas, Amph. 758, Men. 630, 821. (The MSS give 
tun in 630, tu in 821 ; Bx. 3 tu in both, v. note and Krit. Anh. on 
630.) nominas, Bacch. 253. postulas, Amph. 361, Rud. 709 
(Sch. i hue), praedicas, Men. 515. vituperas, Aul. 325, Cure. 
192. vocas, Cure. 191. iubes, Ad. 924. PI. 27, Ter. 1. 

As in the preceding classes, these refer to something which has 
just been said, only instead of repeating the verb, the general 
effect of the sentence is summed up in the single word, vituperas, 
negas, nominas. When the verb requires a complement {ais, 
postulas, vocas), it usually has the verb of the preceding sentence 
in the infin. 

(c). Other tenses of the indicative show no peculiarity, except 
that they also are more exclamatory than interrogative. Imper- 
fect, Hec. 340, Eun. 86, Ph. 945 (all tun hie (is) eras f to express 
surprise at the unexpected appearance of some person). Future, 
Asin. 104, Rud. 748. Pluperfect, Ph. 613. Perfect, Amph. 717, 
Mil. 368, 494, Most. 369, Ps. 625, 1 177, St. 373, Trin. 1179, Ad. 
638. Perhaps also Andr. 742, as this is entirely like other cases 
with the perf. Rit. Dz. read tu. Cist. I 1, 88 should be tu en 
umquam. Most. 593 is entirely uncertain. PL 10, Ter. 5 [6]. 
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There is an evident advance between PI. and Ter. in using other 
tenses than the pres. 

(d\ With the subjunctive. Asin. 628, (volo) hunc . . . verbe- 
rare. || tun verberes, qui pro cibo habeas verberari? Asin. 700, 
Aul. 756, Cas. 1 i, 23, Mil. 497, Pers. 135, 295, And. 910, Eun. 
808. These follow expressions of will or intention, volo, sine and 
the future, and reject the idea as do questions with egone and the 
present subjunct. 

The imperfect is used in condition Ph. 932, and the perfect 
Amph. 818. PI. 8, Ter. 3. 

(f). tune without verb. Asin. 230, Merc. 158, 888, Mil. 290 
[tuliii), Ps. 939, Ad. 127, Heaut. 343, Hec. 862. These are 
entirely similar to egone without verb. Three, Asin. 230, Merc. 
158, Heaut. 343, follow a question and are followed by a brief 
answer. PL 5, Ter. 3. 

Questions with tune are in several ways less distinctly marked 
than questions with egone. In many cases the emphasis of tu is 
plain, in others it is less evident. It is easy to see that ain tu 
with infin. is less emotional than tun ais, and there is perhaps a 
distinction between tun negas ? and negas ? but it is not so clear 
with tune as with egone how the expression of the pronoun helps 
to make the question emotional. 1 In the large majority of cases, 
however, the pronoun is emphatic by contrast. Merc. 305, amo. || 
tun capite cano amas ? means, " You, a grey-haired man, in 
love ! (1 could understand it in a young man, but not in you.) " 

The idea of rejection or repudiation, also, while it runs through 
the various forms of question with tune, is subject to exceptions. 
All questions with es express a hesitating desire for confirmation 
of the previous statement. This is true even of Ps. 1177, tune 
solitus es. Men. 1079, tun meo palre's prognatus f Rud. 1377 
and Trin. 635 are the only cases which decidedly reject. 

Yet the reference to the preceding sentence, the emphasis upon 
the pronoun, the late position of the verb and the idea of repudia- 

1 It seems probable that the tone of many forms of question is somewhat 
affected by the omission or expression of the personal pronoun, but it is impos- 
sible to reduce these phenomena to any law without including declarative 
sentences. With the two general principles that the pronoun is expressed for 
emphasis, and that it may perhaps be expressed or omitted to help out the 
metre, we do not advance very far. This subject, with the allied question of 
the uses of He, iste and ille, in which Plautus seems almost capricious, would 
well repay investigation. 
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tion are so distinct in the large majority of cases that it seems 
necessary to regard questions with tune as exclamatory repetitions, 
like those with egone. 

Personal pronouns in other cases than the nominative. 

men (ace.) men rogas? Men. 614, Epid. 98, Heaut. 246. In 
Merc. 633, Mil. 426 read me rogas. V. Bx. Anh. Other verbs, 
Cist. II 3, 53, Men. 786, 1050, Cas. II 6, 29, III 5, 38, Capt. 121, 
Bacch. 783, Epid. 139, Poen. 399, Ad. 543, And. 908, Ph. 448. In 
Mil. 403 read me . . . arbitror. The leading verb is always in 
the indie, but me sometimes depends upon an infin. or dependent 
subjunctive, men without verb, St. 254, Trin. 69, Andr. 450, 
Eun. 279, Heaut. 564, Hec. 692, 748. 

mene (abl.), Poen. 368. 

mein (gen.), St. 334. 

mihin with verb, Cure. 571, Men. 868, Ps. 472, Trin. 957. True. 
741 is entirely conjectural. Without verb, Cure. 422, St. 635, 
True. 935 (MSS mini), Andr. 476, 500, 849, 850, Hec. 523, Ph. 
506. Ph. 1047, 1048 are doubtful. PI. 22, Ter. 15 [17]. 

ten. With the indie, Rud. 235. With the present subjunctive, 
Asin. 94, me defraudato. || . . . ten ego defraudem, . . .? Asin. 
700, 669, 697. In True. 276 by conjecture to fill out the vs. Ps. 
371, Ph. 339, with infin. are given later. These are all rejecting 
questions like egon dicam. Without verb, Merc. 504, Eun. 218. 

tibine, Pers. 721, Eun. 577, Heaut. 102, Most. 925. 

nosne, Andr. 804. vosne, St. 132, 135. PI. 11, Ter. 4. 

Possessive pronouns with ne. 

mens, with verb, Bacch. 842, Capt. 853, Cure. 616, Rud. 839, 
True. 612, 925. Without verb, Cure. 357, Ph. 198. (Mil. 488 
will be given with other infin. questions.) 

nosier, Trin. 512, Ad. 330. 

tuos, with verb, Capt. 845, Pers. 338, 747. Also cf. Men. 792, 
given below, IV H. Without verb, Epid. 688, Ad. 400. As 
predicate of esse, Eun. 428, Rud. 1361, 1052, 1054. In the last 
two Sch. omits ne, and so MSS in 1054. These questions with 
esse are regular and unemotional. 

suos, Andr. 932. On Most. 254 v. Lor. Anh. PI. 16, Ter. 4. 

The forms of question with possessive pronouns are similar to 
those with the personal pronouns, not, as might perhaps be 
expected, to adjectives. They have a strong tone of repudiation, 
because they repeat in an exclamatory way what the other person 
has just said. They use the same classes of verbs, audes, censes, 
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etc. The following have the subjunct. as with egone : Bacch. 842 
(with nt), True. 925, Cure. 616 (with uf), Pers. 747, 338. 

Demonstrative pronouns. 

hicine. With verb in indie., either as subject, object or in other 
construction. Most, io, em, hocine volebas ? Amph. 514, Asin. 
128, Bacch. 447, Most. 25, 26, 27, 508, Rud. 188 (2), Trin. 186, 
Heaut. 1029, Ad. 237, 709, Hec. 282, 283, 70, Ph. 1012, 1013. With 
ut and the subj., Eun. 771, Ph. 955, 992. 

With est and infin. in predicate. Merc. 356, hocinest amare? 
Asin. 508, True. 893. With verbal adject, or phrase, Andr. 236 
(twice), 625. 

With est and proper noun or some definite phrase in predicate. 
Amph. 362, haecine tua domust? Merc. 753, Mil. 61, Pers. 545, 
844, 845, Poen. 1166, Andr. 907, Hec. 771. 

hicinest without predicate can be used only where the antecedent 
has just been mentioned. Epid. 621, Pers. 544, 830, Rud. 1143. 

These two forms with est are unemotional and for information. 
Of course hicine is emphatic. 

hicine alone, Epid. 574, True. 959, Ph. 509. 

The adverbs hicine, hucine are found Aul. 335, Cist. I I, 20, IV 
2, 80, Mil. 181, St. 621, Trin. 1079, True. 359, 719, Ad. 183, in 
uses similar to those of the pronoun. 

In non-interrogative sentences hicine occurs Epid. 73, 541, Mil. 
309, Ad. 304, 379, 758, Andr. 478. See Professor Warren " On 
the enclitic ne in early Latin," Amer. Journ. of Philol., II 50-82. 

Except the questions with est, hicine regularly introduces a 
rejecting exclamation. The only doubtful cases are Most. 508, 
perhaps Most. 10, and Ritschl's conjecture in Men. 1139. For 
the last Bx. and MSS have hanc, which is better. 

hicine (the pron.) PI. 27, Ter. 17. 

isticine, in similar uses, Asin. 932, Merc. 620, Ps. 83, 847, Rud. 
no Cadv.), Ad. 732, Eun. 830. 

illicine, Ps. 954, True. 599, Heaut. 199 (MSS illene). 

isne, Capt. 987, Cist. 288 Uss., Cure. 82, Epid. 107, 518, Merc. 
598, Mil. 532, 534, St. 327, Andr. 629, Ad. 939, Eun. 415, Heaut. 
616. With subjunct. Trin. 961, Andr. 263. 

Other pronominal forms are illamne, Merc. 203; illumne, Eun. 
356 ; illine. Ps. 205 G. ; ipsusne, Trin. 987, 988 ; ipson, Trin. 902 ; 
nullumne, Capt. 154; nullamne, Heaut. 1006; nullon, Bacch. 479, 
Andr. 247 ; nullan, St. 260, True. 285 ; nemon, Hec. 323, Ph. 152 ; 
nilne, Amph. 933, nilne te pudetf same, Amph. Fragm. VIII, 
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Pers. 424, and by conjecture True. 764 ; with other verbs, Bacch. 
315, Ps. 78, 308 (miseret), True. 542, Ad. 528. Without verb, 
Andr. 435. eademne, Bacch. 422, Amph. 805 (MSS om. ne) ; 
tantumne, Heaut. 75, Hec. 813; tanton, Trin. 609, 686 (MSS om. 
ne). Other forms will be given with infin., under V. B. 

PI. 38, Ter. 17. 

With certain limitations, already noted in part, all pronominal 
questions with ne have the characteristics which have been pointed 
out in egone questions. They refer backward, taking up some 
previous idea, which may have been distinctly expressed or merely 
implied, and repeating it in an exclamatory way, so as to suggest 
that it is untenable. They use frequently a class of words which 
will reappear again in questions without a particle, vis, audes, 
rogas, censes, poslulas, ais, and they have often the subjunctive 
with or without ut after an impv. or other expression of willing. 

The limitations are these : sentences with est are regularly for 
information, when they are asked about some definite person or 
thing, especially something on the stage. Pronouns used alone 
{egone f tune ? hicine f) are not asked for information and are 
exclamatory, but they do not necessarily express rejection. Espe- 
cially after questions they indicate only doubt or mild surprise. 
Further, the pronouns which approach adjectives most nearly, e. g. 
nullus, tanlus, idem, seem to have the least rejecting force, and 
sometimes lack it entirely. 

The explanation which has been suggested in regard to the 
rejecting tone of egone questions applies also to questions with 
demonstrative pronouns. It is the contrast, expressed by the 
emphatic pronoun, between the statement made and some evident 
characteristic of the speaker or some well-known fact, which helps 
the exclamation to take on a tone of repudiation, egone istuc dixi ? 
"/said that ! It must have been some one else." tun capite cano 
amas f " You, an old man, in love ! Leave that to boys." hocinesi 
humanum factum f " Is this what you call humanity ? " " Is 
this credible ? " and so on. In every case there is an almost 
violent emphasis upon the pronoun, which combined with the 
fact that the whole sentence is exclamatory in form and tone, pro- 
duces the repudiating effect. It is plain that the mood has nothing 
to do with it. 
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C. Nouns with ne appended. 

As these present no difficulties or peculiarities, it is not worth 
while to give full lists. The word which has ne is emphatic and 
therefore stands at the beginning of the sentence. 

With a verb PI. has 19 cases (Poen. 730, Pers. 26 with subjunct. 
Bacch. 151, 629 with infin.) Ter. has 4 (Andr. 609 with infin.) 

Without a verb PL has Epid. 30, Most. 972 (BCD om. ne). In 
Cas. II 5, 10 (214 Gepp.), Trin. 375, True. 805, Rud. 237 ne has 
been added to a noun to help out the metre. This is a large num- 
ber of conjectures to rest upon a basis of two cases, and the usage 
of PI. is strongly against the addition of ne. Cas. II 5, 10 and 
Rud. 237 are especially unlikely, nor is True. 805 satisfactory. 
Ter. uses a noun without verb more freely, 9 times in all. This 
corresponds to the more frequent use of pronouns (hicine, egone) 
without verb in Ter. PI. 21 [25], Ter. 13. 

D. Adjectives and Participles with ne. 

Questions of this form are also for the most part regular. The 
adj. is generally in the nomin., either subject or predicate. Of 
other cases PI. has only bonan fide (three times), bellan specie, 
pro lignean salute (Ps. 47. So BC, Rit., Lor., but it is at least 
unusual), Iribusne, alienon, omnene (ace), omnian (ace.) twice. 
Ter. has pro certon, mutton, rufamne, duasne, binan, bonan. 

In the nomin. PL has alienus, cerium (7), dives, dignus, expec- 
tatus, insanus, malus, molesius, parum, sanus (16), relictus, 
ienax, verus. Ter. has cerium, dubium, parum, sanus (twice), 
salva. 

It is noticeable that Ter. does not use the phrases sanun es ? 
and certumne est ? which are so frequent in PI. ; esne, estne with 
predicate adj. PI. uses very seldom (v. supra) and only when the 
adj. is clearly unemphatic. PL 44, Ter. 12. 

If the two phrases with sanun and certumne are subtracted, it 
appears that here as in many other ways Ter. shows a tendency 
toward more varied forms of question than are used by PL 

E. Adverbs with ne. 

The adverbs derived from demonstrative pronouns have been 
given in connection with the pronouns, iamne, etiamne, sicine 
are so frequently used as to need separate treatment. 

adeon. Andr. 277, 278, 469, 757, Hec. 547, Ph. 1040. The 
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other cases have the infin. and will be given below. These have 
the indie, and it is a confirmation of the explanation already given 
of questions with pronouns that adeon, which is of course demon- 
strative, gives the same rejecting tone which has been noticed in 
pronominal questions with ne. 

Other adverbs are advorsum (here governing ace), bene (3), 
certo without verb (2), with verb (1), eerie without verb (2), with 
verb (1), see Langen, Beitr. p. 30. facile, kodie, ilico, itidem, 
male, modo (2, both Ter.), numquam (2), nunc (nuncin), perpetue, 
plane, poiius (St. 698. MSS om. ne and are otherwise confused), 
prius (2 with quant), rede, serio, tarn (iamine), vero (3), usque (2), 
salve (3), St. 8, Men. 776 (twice), for all of which Rit. reads salvae. 
V. Bx. on Trin. 1177. PI. 29, Ter. 13. 

sicine is remarkable only for the fact that, like other strongly 
demonstrative words, the questions which it introduces are all 
repudiating. It is found (beside the cases with infin.) Asin. 127, 
Cist. I 1, 115, II 3, 39, Merc. 158, Poen. 386, 512, Ps. 320, 1246, 
Rud. 251, 884, Ad. 128, Eun. 99, 804, Heaut. 166, 691. 

PI. 10, Ter. 5. 

iamne. With verb in the first pers. pres. indie. Cure. 132, 
iamne dico? || quid dices ? Cure. 214, Cas. II 8, 67 (II 6, 64 is 
uncertain), Mil. 1400, Eun. 492. All these except Cure. 214, the 
verb of which is passive, have future sense and expect an impv. 
answer. 

With the pres. indie, second pers. PI. uses only three forms : 
(a) iamne abis ? " are you going so soon ? " not as Geppert (Rud. 
496, 584 Sch.) renders, "fort mit dir!" Men. 441, Most. 991, 
Pers. 50, Ps. 380, Poen. 678 (ills'), Rud. 584, True. 919 (MSS om. 
ne) ; (b) iamne (autem) ut soles ? " are you still at your old tricks ? " 
Aul. 819, Bacch. 203, Poen. 14 10, True. 695 ; (c) iamne hoc teneiis 
(jcitis) ? " do you get the idea at last? " Amph. 485, Poen. 116, 
Capt. 10 (MSS om. ne), all in prologue. Ter. uses second sing, 
pres. only in Ad. 186, iamne me vis dicere . . .? 

Also fert Cure. 50, licet Eun. 550, comessurus es Ps. 11 26. In 
the perf. indie, second and third pers., Cas. Ill 3, 15, 16, IV 2, 15, 
IV 4, 13, Men. 333, 550, 876, Merc. 791, St. 251, 632, True. 634, 
Ad. 236, Eun. 914, Heaut. 848, Ph. 816. Rud. 1369 is doubtful. 

The distinction between iam in the meaning "so soon, already " 
and in the meaning "so late, at last" does not affect the form of 
the question ; cf. St. 632 with Men. 550. See also below, IV E. 

PI. 31, Ter. 7. 



432 AMERICAN JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 

etiamne. Cf. Becker, p. 176 f., Langen, Beitr. 160-161, and see 
below on etiam. 

In most cases etiam has its ordinary sense. Without time- 
force, i. e. meaning " also," " even," " again," Amph. 760, Asin. 
40, Aul. 304, Bacch. 274, 567, Cas. Ill 5, 50, Merc. 751, Most. 
272, Poen. 281, Ps. 1 178, Rud. 1275 (the second case is doubtful. 
MSS etiam, Cam. etiamne, Sch. anne), 1277, Eun. 143, Heaut. 742, 
Ph. 238. With meaning " still," " yet," Most. 522 (Lor. 2 compares 
851), Cas. Ill 6, 8, Men. 710, Rud. 846, Ph. 774. Aul. 55 is 
useless. 

In sentences equivalent to an impv. etiamne is found Men. 697, 
Most. 937, 938, Poen. 431, Rud. 467. Also with the first plu. 
etiamne imus . . . ? Cas. V 4, 8, like iam with first person in fut. 
sense, expecting an impv., and so approaching the sense of eamus. 

PI. 22, Ter. 4. 

F. itane. 

Langen has discussed ita very fully in his Beitrage, pp. 210 f., 
231 ff., 330 f., the last on itane. I have little to add. The passages 
are as follows : 

(a), itane ? alone, referring backward to what has been said. 
Mil. 1278, Pers. 291, Eun. 1058, Heaut. 887, Ph. 542. itane vero ? 
Cure. 725, Mil. 844, Rud. 971. With a question following, Merc. 
918, 567, True. 292, Rud. 747, Ph. 392. 

(b~). With a verb, referring backward, and so having a definite 
standard of comparison. Most. 72 L 2 , Pers. 220 (twice), Mil. 66, 
1 1 20, Men. 948, Poen. 557, 660 (474 is a conjecture to fill out the 
vs.), Andr. 399, 909, Eun. 76, 1018, Heaut. 562, 948, Hec. 418, 
847, Ph. 427, 527, 968. 

(<;). itane is followed by a clause of result which gives the 
standard of comparison. Bacch. 477, Trin. 642, Andr. 243, 492, 
916, Eun. 240. Andr. 492 (twice) also refers backward, thus form- 
ing a connecting link between this class and the preceding. 

(d). Thus far the reference of ita is distinct; there remain 
several cases, all in Ter., where the standard of comparison is so 
indefinite that itane seems to have become weakened into a mere 
interrogative particle. This use has no parallel in declarative sen- 
tences. Langen mentions Andr. 926, itane vero obturbat? I 
should add Ph. 536, itane hunc patiemur, Geta, fieri miserum, 
. . . ? (itd does not go with miserum) and Ph. 315, itane patris ais 
adventum veritum hinc abissef Ph. 231 would also come in the 
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same class, but might better be punctuated itane tandem ? uxorem 
duxit Antipho iniussu meo ? In this way I should punctuate Ph. 
413 and Heaut. 954. Also Andr. 643 should be inprudens . . . || 
itane f inprudens ? Andr. 803, in aposiopesis, appears to be 
another case of weakened ita. It is possible that all these cases 
are analogous to the paratactic use of ita, discussed by Langen, p. 
231 ff. 

Itane with infin. twice. In all PI. 19, Ter. 30. 

G. satine. 

See Brix on Trin. 925, Capt. 446, Men. 184 and Lor. Most. 2 76. 

The main distinction is between uses which have parallels in 
declarative sentences, retaining something of the original sense of 
satis, and uses in which the original sense seems almost or wholly 
lost, and which have no parallels in declarative sentences. 

(a), satis retains its original sense, and the questions are fre- 
quently answered by satis. 

With est, Men. 621, satin hoc est tibi? Men. 655, Ph. 210, 211, 
683, 1047. 

With habes or est and conditional clause. Amph. 509, satin 
kabes, si feminarum nullast quam aeque diligam ? Bacch. 911, 
Capt. 446, Mil. 1173, Most. 389, Ps. 112, Ph. 856. 

With adjectives, sanus, Amph. 604, satin tu sanus es? || sic 
sum utvides. Cas. II 2, 34, Merc. 682, Men. 510, Trin. 454, Ad. 
937, Andr. 749, Eun. 559, Heaut. 707, 986, Ph. 802; certum, Cist. 
II 1, 33, Ad. 329; plana et certa, Pers. 183; morigera, Cas. 
V 2, 19. 

With adverbs. Amph. 578, satin hoc plane, satin diserte esse, 
ere, nmic videor tibi locutus ? 

astute. Cas. II 8, 52; lepide, Cas. V 2, 53 ; plane, Trin. 107 1 ; 
recte, Men. 736 (cf. Bacch. 509), Andr. 804; salve, Trin. 1177, 
Eun. 978 ; sincere, Epid. 634 (disjunctive); ex sententia, Pers. 18, 
Ph. 256. 

With perfect participles, Bacch. 1202, Capt. 638, Merc. 495, 
Mil. 574, 1 173, Pers. 465, St. 517, Eun. 208. 

With verbs, audis, Men. 602, satin audis quae illic loquitur ? 
|| satis. (Ps. 166 is cut out by Usener, Lor., Langen) ; cerno, 
Poen. 1299; habes (= tenes, intellegis, not as above with si) 
Most. 831 ; intellegis, Most. 650, Poen. 171; meministi et tenes, 
Pers. 183 ; tenes, Pers. 305 ; sets, Ad. 402; valuisti, Pers. 23. 

The parallels to these may be found in any lexicon, sat est 
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(Asin. 329), sat habeo (Most. 654), satis dives (Aul. 166), satis 
audacter (Amph. 838), satis cum periculo (And. 131), neque audio 
neque oculis prospicio satis (Amph. 1059) may suffice for PL and 
Ter., and the list might be indefinitely extended. 

In the examples given there is a gradual weakening of meaning, 
owing, as in ita, to a lowering of the standard of comparison in 
satis. From "enough for this definite purpose or occasion," it 
comes to mean " enough for practical purposes," " enough for 
ordinary occasions," "well enough." We have the same tendency 
illustrated in the Engl. " enough " and perhaps more clearly in 
" quite," as used in America. With this loss of definite standard 
there goes also a loss of definite construction in the sentence ; satis 
affects the whole sentence rather than any single word in it. 

(b). Uses which have no parallel in declarative sentences. Most. 
76, satin abiit, neque quod dixi flocci existumat f Amph. 633, 
Bacch. 1200 (punctuate satin, offirmatum quod mihi erat, id me 
exorat f), Capt. 653, Cas. II 4, 24, III 4, 8, Cist. I 3, 2, Uss. period, 
Epid. 664, Men. 522, Merc. 337, Mil. 393, 481, 999, Poen. 919, Ps. 
1316, Rud. 462, 1193, Trin. 925, 1013, True. 553. Some of these 
have a clause with si, ut or the rel. pron. between satin and the verb, 
but these should be carefully distinguished from satin si or satin 
ut questions. All have the indicative, present or perfect; only 
one, Trin. 553, is in second pers., addressed by the speaker to 
himself; all are in soliloquy. 

satin ut with the indie. Mil. 1134, satin ut commoditas usque- 
quaque me adiuvat ? Men. 181, Merc. 481, Pers. 658, St. 271. 
In Bacch. 491 the subjunct. is the indefinite second person. These 
are not-, like the preceding, in soliloquy, and are in the second and 
third persons. 

As the lines which separate these two classes are necessarily 
indefinite, there remain some cases about which one cannot be 
certain. Bacch. 509 (cf. Epid. 634), Men. 945, Ps. 194, Pers. 549 
I should place, with some hesitation, in the first class, on the 
ground that they (except Bacch. 509) are not in soliloquy, and 
that they might possibly have parallel declarative uses. If this 
is correct, they illustrate well the weakening of sense and gene- 
ralizing of construction of satis. The same is true of Eun. 851, 
and perhaps of Ph. 636, which comes nearer to satin abiit than 
any other case in Ter. Most. 1109, Ps. 935 are indirect; cf. also 
Most. 166, 254, 282, and Becker, 140, 167-8. In Men. 478 read 
satur. Ps. 1204 has non in MSS. 
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In these questions the weakening of satis has gone still further, 
until the original idea of a standard of comparison is wholly lost, 
and satis has come to mean " really, actually," a sense which comes 
easily from, e. g. satis scio. In this meaning it was peculiarly fitted 
for questions in which the speaker expressed his amazement at 
some occurrence, something so strange that he could hardly 
believe that it had actually taken place. In the same way I under- 
stand that satin ut questions arose when satin was so weakened as 
to be little more than a particle. The ut I should take to be 
exclamatory. So Dahl, die Lat. Partikel vt, p. 15. 

A different explanation of questions with satin is given by 
Lorenz in the excellent note on Most. 2 76. He says "satin abiit? 
enstand aus satisne est ? abiit ? ' 1st es nicht genug ? (1st das 
Mass nicht voll ?) Ging er fort ? ' =' Ging er denn wirklich fort ? ' " 
With this view of the origin of satin abiit I cannot agree, for the 
following reasons : (1). satin est? is never used without a definite 
subject, hoc, id or a clause. (2). The suggestion in the words 
"ist das Mass nicht voll?" or, as Brix puts it on Trin. 925, " ist 
es nicht genug um mich zum male dicere zu bringen? " seems at 
first sight to suit the complaining tone extremely well, but it does 
not meet such a case as Rud. 1193, satin, . . ., aliquo illud pacto 
optingit optatum piis? Nor, I think, should the verb be in the 
present. (3). The verb of the (supposed) second question would, 
when the two questions became one, stand near satin, not at the 
end of the sentence as it generally does. 

The analogy between itane and satin is a close one. In both 
there is a gradual loss of definite standard of measurement, so that 
they become at last a form of interrogative particle. It is remark- 
able that itan should be used in this way so largely by Ter. and 
not at all by PI., while satin is so used by PI. and only once or 
twice, if at all, by Ter. It should be noticed also that itane is 
seldom or never used in soliloquy, the weakened satin always ; 
that itane is often used alone, but satin is never so used. 

satin est and satin habes sometimes approach nonne satis est, 
habes, but satin is never equal to nonne as Brix on Trin. 925 says. 

PI. 69, Ter. 19. 

H. potin. 

Divided according to the form of the dependent clause. 
(a), potin ut with the subjunctive. Amph. 903, potin ut 
abstineas manum ? Bacch. 751, Men. 466, Merc. 495, 890, Mil. 
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926, Most. 396, Pers. 175, Ps. 235, 264, 393, 940, 942, Poen. 916, 
Rud. 425, Trin. 628, Ad. 539. 

In these potts is impersonal, as the answer potest shows. 

(J>~). potin ut . . . ne, with subjunct. Epid. 63, potin ut molestus 
ne sies ? The same, sometimes with mihi, Men. 606, Merc. 779, 
Pers. 287, True. 897. With other verbs, Bacch. 751, Merc. 441. 

(c). potin ne, Pers. 175, potin ne moneas ? 

(d~). potin with the subjunctive. Pers. 297, potin abeas? The 
same, Cas. Ill 6, 10. 

These are all impersonal, that is, potin is for potestne, a form 
which PI. does not use, and the dependent verb is in the second 
pers. pres. subjunct. The use of ne for the negative and the cor- 
responding constructions in declarative sentences, e. g. Bacch. 35, 
Ps. 633, show that this is a substantive clause, such as is used 
after many impersonal phrases. Inpotin abeas, without ut, we have 
the earliest paratactic form of the construction. PI. 26, Ter. 1. 

{e). potin with infin. Cure. 246, potin coniecturam facere, . . . ? 
Cist. 238 (Uss.) from Gell. VI (VII) 7, 3, Poen. 309, 1089, Trin. 
759, Andr. 437, Eun. 101. PI. 5, Ter. 2. 

These are personal for potesne and are answered sometimes by 
possum, tu is expressed Poen, 1089, Cist. 238. The number 
does not quite warrant the statement of Draeger IP 269 that this 
construction is " sehr selten bei den beiden Komikern." 

To the cases above should be added Cure. 200, potine fieri ut 
. . . modereris . . . ? an early conjecture for hocine of MSS. It 
is without parallel in PI. or Ter. 

In all these cases the subordinate clause expresses something 
easy to do, passivity or non-interference, abeas, taceas, abstineas, 
sinas, molestus ne sis. In immediate connection with this potin 
has a strongly sarcastic effect. Instead of " Let me alone ! " the 
speaker says with elaborate formality " Is it possible for you to let 
me alone? " This sarcastic effect is undoubtedly the reason why 
PI. has made such large use of the phrase. 

The answer may be either to the form, potest, possum, or to the 
substance; cf. Poen. 916, potin ut taceas? || taceo et abeo ; cf. 
quid agitur ? || statur. 

E. P. Morris. 



